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my opinion, belongs verbal expression of respect for the
Royal credit, dignity and honour, whenever allusion is made
to the King. As I read it, this paragraph means: In all
discussions in which the King is concerned you shall speak
of him with reverence, not in such a disrespectful manner
as has been the case here this year. The King's Ministers
are responsible. Without doubt they are, and I do not in
the least shrink from this responsibility. My name is
subscribed to this Decree; and because it is so subscribed I
have put in an appearance here to-day, waiving a sick man's
privilege. I can make myself responsible for my own
actions, and I may have made myself responsible for those
of other people through having undertaken to guarantee
them; I have certainly rendered myself responsible for all the
acts of my King, which I have countersigned, and I will also
joyfully incur responsibility to the last for those which I
have not countersigned. But all this makes no difference
whatsoever in Royal rights; the governmental acts which
require counter-signature in order to obtain validity, remain
none the less governmental acts of the King. They are,
indeed, specially described as such in the Constitution, viz.,
* Governmental acts of the King, to be valid, must be
counter-signed/ When they are counter-signed, do they
thereby become Ministerial acts? Does the fulfilment of
that formality make the King a secondary, and Ministers a
primary agent? That Ministerial signature, affixed low
clown in a corner of the document! Well, gentlemen, I do
not understand how you reconcile that assumption with the
comprehensive reverence for the Royal position expressed by
the previous speaker; or how, in appraising the several
signatures subscribed to this Decree, you can attach the
greater importance to that of the Ministers. At all events,
this is the way to develop a Constitutional Majordomoship,
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